After correctly stating that the generalization sets loose the coordination number, i.e., eliminating the lattice information on the system, we unintentionally left a sentence that should have been deleted in the manuscript. The sentence that should have been deleted states that the coordination number needs to be specified. This statement should not have appeared in the manuscript, as it is not true.
Hereby we would like to stipulate that Krooshof et al. 2 generalized the Guggenheim−Staveman model 3 to a lattice free model which requires no coordination number, because this is calculated by the molar fractions, volume fractions, and surface fractions.
The unintended sentence did not affect any of the calculations presented in our original article. 
